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Abstract:

In this paper we explore the patterns of the divisof inter-vivos financial transfers from parents
to adult children in a sample of 12 European caoestiWe exploit two waves of the Survey of
Health, Aging, and Retirement in Europe (SHARE)S0#. Contrary to previous studies, we find a
higher frequency of parents dividing equally thieansfers. We argue that altruistic parents am@ als
concerned with norms of equal division, and hera@tdully offset child income differences. The
parents start to give larger transfers to pooréldien if the child income inequality becomes
unbearable from the parent’s view. We find econoimetvidence suggesting this behaviour under
different specifications and strategies. Furtheemaontextual variables like the gini coefficient
and pension expenditures help to explain countfiferginces with respect to the divisioniofer-
vivos transfers. The lower frequency of equal divisionrfd in studies with American data may
respond to the higher inequality and relativelydéoywension expenditures in US.
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1. Introduction

Considerable research has been devoted to studydtiees of financial transfers from parents to
adult children as this enables to asses the eftdcitstergenerational redistributive policies. For
example, imagine that a redistributive policy tabee dollar from the young and gives it to the
old. From the seminal works of Becker (1974), Ba{t874) and Tomes (1981) we learnt that
altruistic parents will offset the reduction in lchincome by making financial transfers to their
children. In contrast, the so-called exchange amprole.g. Bernheim et al, 1985; Cox, 1987)
consider that there are strategic motives to teansgfieaning that parents give financial transfers t
instil some services (help, visits, etc.) from dhein. As a result, parents don’t necessarily
compensate a reduction in child income, and thezetbe redistributive policy can still be
effective.

It is important to distinguish the types of trarsf involved because they have different
implications and the literature has treated theffemintly. The transfers can bater-vivos or
bequests. In the empirical literature, mostly baseddmerican data, it is generally accepted that
inter-vivos transfers are given unequally to children whilgumests are mainly equally shared. The
works by Wilhelm (1996), McGarry (1999) and Nortand Van Houtven (2006) find that about
69-77%, 82% and 95% of parents intend to give epi@ritances, respectively. By contrast, equal
inter-vivos transfers occur only in about 6.4% to 9.2% houksh@McGarry and Schoeni, 1995;
McGarry, 1999; Hochguertel and Ohlsson, 2009). phésent paper provides evidence of different
patterns in Europe. A quick inspection to the SyrekHealth, Aging, and Retirement in Europe
(SHARE) for 50+ people reveals that about 63%-98%he deceased parents divided their states
equally among their children during 2006-2009. tBere are not remarkably differences between
US and Europe in the division of bequests. Howetlare is higher frequency of parents giving
equalinter-vivos transfers (see table 1). In average, 35.1% ofnpsureake equal transfers but there
are countries with a high equal division frequeflikg Sweden (45.6%), Denmark (44.4%) and
Belgium (42.9%). These results are not explainedth®y standard approaches, and pose an

interesting challenge to the empirical literatunefamily transfers.



Table 1. Percentage of parents giving equal tremsfechildren

Country % N
Sweden 45.6 792
Denmark 44 .4 482
Belgium 42.9 331
Czech Republic 40.3 159
Italy 36.4 214
Netherlands 35.7 445
France 32.9 359
Austria 32.2 270
Switzerland 29.7 185
Germany 25.7 452
Poland 194 108
Greece 155 278
Spain 12.8 47
Ireland 7.7 65
Total 35.1 4,187

For parents with at least two children (>18 andlivirig
in the same household) and conditional on the exist
of at least one transfer.

Source: SHARE-Release 2.3.1, waves 1 and 2.

The aim of this paper is to study the patternghefdivision of parentdhter-vivos financial
transfers in Europe. We do not study the equalitivi of bequests as this has been extensively
studied in previous studies and there are not Heaibde differences between Europe and US. We
intend to contribute to the literature of transfleysexploring and explaining the equal distribution
of inter-vivos transfers in Europe. This paper differs from tkisteng empirical literature in several
respects. We exploit a new dataset with rich amthbaized information on parental transfers for a
sample of 12 European countries. This compleméetstudy of McGarry (1999) who also studied
-though this was not her primary goal- the equals@in of inter-vivos transfers with American
data. We argue that parents may be regarded atiteguoiaded, meaning that they want to give
equal transfers to all their children. We do notlgtthe generation and strength of this social norm
of equal division; instead, we consider a settifgese altruistic parents are concerned with this
norm at different degrees. Our setting shows theit& between being altruistic towards children
(and hence dividing unequally) and following themaf equal division. As the differences in the
incomes of siblings enlarge, the compliance wita ttorm of equal division weakens, so that
parents will prefer to make unequal transfers &irtbhildren. Our econometric results based on
logit equations support this feature and are roboder different specifications and also when we

account for unobserved heterogeneity. An intergstharacteristic of SHARE is that the



respondents indicate the motives to mabter-vivos transfers. These motives can be related to
altruism (e.g. meet basic needs), intended to \wittplarge expenditures (e.g. a wedding, purchase
a house) or with not specific reasons. Under afticiimotives only 24% of parents make equal
transfers, but this figure rises to 54% under necBjz reasons. This brings support to the idea of
the existence of an equal division norm and thatiam rivals with this norm. Furthermore,
contextual variables like the gini coefficient apdnsion expenditures help to explain country
differences with respect to the division of transfe

The paper is organized as follows. In the nextiseave present a theoretical discussion and
our model setting. In section 3 we present our,ddw& empirical specification and discuss the
results. In section 4 we suggest some possibleapapbns for the differences found between US

and Europe with respect to the divisionmgr-vivos transfers. Finally, section 5 concludes.

2. Theoretical discussion

2.1 The equal division norm

There is an important amount of literature studytimg motives to make transfers, but not many of
them investigate the division dfiter-vivos transfers In this paper we argue that parents may be
regarded as equality-minded, so that they wantive gqualinter-vivos transfers to all their
children. Despite the facts that the distributidrfimancial gifts is hidden to the children andttha
children have different incomes, the parents wanfotlow the social nhorm of equal division.
However, if differences in child income grow, th&wstic parent may be less willing to provide
equal financial gifts, so that she may start to pensate poorer children with larger transfers. The
roots of this reasoning are in the model of Bemmhand Severinov (2003), in which a norm of
equal division can prevail even in presence ofdcimtome inequality, provided that the degree of
this inequality is not too large. This approach sidars a setting of altruistic parents where the

inter-vivos transfers are treated as private information wiquests are public and signal parental

! Reviews of the literature on family transfers aparted in Pestieau (2003), Laferrere and Wolf0@0 Arrondel and
Masson (2006) and Cox and Fafchamps (2008).



affection. We generalize that the degree of chilcbime inequality weakens the equal division
norm. Similarly, Halvorsen and Thoresen (2011) arthat parents want to divide thaiter-vivos
transfers equally because they are adverse to aligquwf transfers, which rivals with their
altruism. These authors exploit a Norwegian data$énter-vivos transfers to find econometric
results suggesting such parental dilemma.

Lundholm and Ohlsson (2000) also assume the prpwablic information dimension of the
transfers but they consider that parents care abquiist mortem reputation. This reputation is
damaged if parents depart from a social norm thiptilates equal sharing among siblings. The
existence of this equal division norm is only asesdnm Lundholm and Ohlsson (2000) but the
model of Bernheim and Severinov (2003) explaingxistence and strength. This model leads to
equilibria where equal division of bequests andquia¢ distribution of financial gifts are feasible.
In terms of Laitner (1997), a social norm of egsiaring of transfers may enhance efficiency by
cutting rent seeking behaviour from siblings whaonpete for larger parental resources and help
preserve peace in the family. For Wilhelm (199@&remts distribute equally their estates because
they would suffer of psychic costs (jealousy andifa conflict) if they deviate from equal
division. Similarly, Cremer and Pestieau (1996)e cgociological theory to argue that the
unaccomplished equal division of estates may leadigpute among children, which parents fear
the most, much more than not achieving an equailglision of income. Moreover, in behavioural
economic experiments, equal division is a norm tdwahmonly emerges (see Camerer and Fehr,
2004; Fehr and Schmidt, 2002) from the interactiotong individuals. In a model of social image,
Andreoni and Bernheim (2009) argue in favour of(a58 norm for a variety of environments
(including dictator games that can be extendedaiemial decisions about division of transfers)
when individuals are fair-minded and people likdéoperceived as fair.

The study by McGarry (1999) contains a brief settio study empirically the equality of
inter-vivos transfers in US, although such results are noive@rfrom the theoretical model
presented. So, there are not sufficient explanatishy parents divide theinter-vivos transfers
equally. She finds that child income differencetectf negatively the probability to make equal

transfers. We build on those results the followtimgporetical framework.



2.2 A model of equal division of transfers

In a simple model of altruism, a parent cares abiwrt own consumption and her children’s
consumption, so that she decides about the sizdghandistribution of an amourit of transfers
between her two children. To do so, the parent mipes a utility function to find the shargégp

andp of transferdT to allocate to child 1 and child 2, respectively:

U, =In(y, —T) + BlIn(y; + (1 = p)T) + In(y, + pT)] @)

and assumeg, = y; =y, ; p,B €[0,1] 2

The utility function is composed by the parentahgsumption and the consumption of each

child valued through the parameter of parentauislin 5. y, andy; are the parental and child

BT(T+y1-y,—2Tp) _ B(1-p) Bp
(Tp+y2)(T+y1—Tp) 1+(1-p)T)  y2+pT

incomes respectively. The F.O.C. foandT are

B(y1—y2+Yp)-Y2 andT = BYp—Y1—Y2 AN
2BYp=y1—Y2 1+2p

" ! o= 0, respectively. The optimal values gre=
-

equal division minded parent will upe0.5, and reach the following level of indirect il

_ Y1+Y2+Yp Y1—Y2+4By1+2Byp YV2—Y1+4BY2+2Byy
Ve - ln( 1+2p8 ) + ﬁ ln( 2(1+2p) ) + ,Bln( 2(1+2p) ) (3)

If a parent intends to give unequal transfers,wsitleget an indirect utility value larger than

that of the case of equal transfers, given thatuttezjual transfers maximize equation 1.

V= (1+2p) In(P152272) + 28 1n(B) (@)

However, a parent is also concerned with the nofraqual division of transfers as this is

considered a way to be fair with childfetwe can think that parents want to provide equal

2 In terms of Kolm (2006), parents may give equahsfers because they have a constraint to be fair.



opportunities to children by giving equater-vivos transfers, no matter what is the relative income
of the children. If the importance of the equalision norm is measured through a parameter
€ [0,1], the parents might follow a decision rule such theay will divide equally only if this

action involves more utility given their taste the equal division norm:

Ve =z (1=7y)W, ()

If the norm of equal division does not mattgrQ) the parent will choose unequal sharing of
transfers. The parent will give equal transfery aéquation 5 holds, which will happen for a high
enoughy. A latent variable approach may help to clarifg arental dilemmas about the division
of transfers and bring us readily to the empirstahtegy. We define a latent variabfesuch that

the parent gives equal transferg’if> 0, otherwise transfers are unequal.

=V —1A-1l (6)

The negative or positive value of the latent uagadepends on parameter and variable values.
For example, from equation 6 it is clear that ptrenith a concern of equal divisioff >
1 -V, /v, will divide their transfers equally; otherwisdet will divide unequally. This means
that a higher concern with the equal division nawitt increase the probability of giving equal
transfers. The key implication of this setting ligttthe latent variable diminishes when the child
income inequality increases. Given tlyat> y,, an increase of child 1's income is equivalerd to
raise in the child income inequality. Finding aacleut expression fatz* /dy; < 0 is possible but
tedious. Nonetheless, we can highlight the effettlifferent values of variables and parameters on
z* by simulation. The top panel of figure 1 shows plesibility of the equal division outcome and
the effects of the child income inequality (meaduasy;/y,) andy. The darker area denotes all
the points where equal division is chosen @’ez 0) given the corresponding values)qf/y, and

y (it is assumeds = 0.99; y,= 10;y,= 2). As is observed, child income inequality reducks t



occurrence of equal sharing, while the concern wihal division increases this. The other two
panels of figure 1 show the effect of parental meoon the occurrence of equal division. This
effect is positive because the loss of parentdityutiue to the equal division is relatively less
important for a wealthier parent.

In sum, the parent faces a trade-off. On the amehshe wants to maximize her utility by
giving unequal transfers, but on the other handisltencerned to be fair by dividing the transfers

equally. The next section presents the empiricalyais.

Figure 1. Existence of equal division norm
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3. Data and results

3.1 Thedata

We use the two waves of the survey SHARE (releds&dl) which has representative and

comparable information from standardised surveysieghto people over 50 years old in Israel and



14 European countries: Austria, Germany, Swedere Netherlands, Spain, Italy, France,
Denmark, Greece, Switzerland, Belgium, Czech Repulloland and Ireland. The last three
countries were added in the second wave. The ietgsvwere taken in 2004/2005 and 2006/2007
for the first and second wave (Ireland enteredd8. The variables are at individual, household
and couple level. In total, SHARE includes 31,11%l 83,281 respondents in wave 1 and 2,
respectively. Apart from standard demographic variables, thimset includes key questions about
financial transfers (larger than 250 Euros in tst 12 months) between parents and chifdren

Our sample is composed by respondents with at teaschildren and provided that at least
one of them received a parental financial trandfemg the 12 months previous to the interview
McGarry (1999) argues that zero transfers to dldmn do not mean a desire to treat all of them
equally. Like other studies, we drop respondentadiwith their children in the same household or
aged less than 18 years. According to McGarry (1,.98@nsfers to non-adult children might be due
to legal obligations, and it is difficult to quaytithe value of shared food and housing for co-
resident children. Respondents with missing valdes financial transfers, and without
demographic information for children were also d¢reg. In SHARE, some demographic
information for children (e.g. education, maritttss) is registered up to four children, and the
amount of the financial transfer is recorded uph®third person that receives/gives it. Therefore,
we only consider respondents who have at most thhéldren (around 90% of respondents
fulfilling the previous selections have up to theldren). After all these selections, the sample
contains 1,524 and 1,887 respondents in wave 12anthe pooled sample consists of 3,411
observations but it represents 2,983 respondentome of them (=214) have answers in both

waves. In the pooled sample, 37.9% of parentsepumal transfers.

3 See Borsch-Supan et al (2005, 2008) and BérschrSampe Jirges (2005) for detailed information ondhtaset and
methodology.

4 Although transfers below 250 are not captured;, #mount represents a small enough percentageeaftphincome in
Europe, so that the majority and more relevantaridfers are recorded in the survey. This is stanpeactise in other
similar surveys like the Health and Retirement St(liRS) and the Asset and Health Dynamics Study (ABEAvhich
report transfers above US$500.

5 We do not include Ireland as this country has yeitgenerated key variables such as the resposdeatisehold
incomes, for example. Observations from Switzerlangl also dropped because there are no data deditalimpute
labour income for respondents’ children.
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Similarly to other datasets based on middle ageniirewees, in SHARE there is no direct
information for children’s income. However, we intpuhis variable by introducing some available
child demographics into the earnings equation edgéch with another dataset. This equation is
estimated for each country and by gender with mfdfon from the European Union Statistics on
Income and Living Conditions (EU-SILC) of year 26@8ee estimates in the appendix). Our use of
this cross section intends to capture mainly ctiir@ome of children, which is more reactive with
parental transfers (McGarry, 1999). Other authds® ampute earnings to solve the lack of
information either for children or for parents. Fexample, Cox (1987) and Cox and Jakubson
(1995) assume that children and parents live reelr ether, so that they use the average income of
the metropolitan areas where children live to apipnate the parental income. McGarry (1999)
uses the mid points of child income intervals -ag®a by the parents- to impute child income,
which are assumed to represent current income. &k Rank (1992) use earnings functions
estimated with the same dataset that contains afficdmation to impute parental income at the
standardized age of 45. Although it would be désréo correct the earnings equations for sample
selection, there is not enough demographic infdonain SHARE for respondents’ children.
However, as suggested by Harmon et al (2003) iir Hrealysis on the returns to education in
European countries, some sample bias could in gkexist but this appears not to be large.

We focus our attention on monetary transfers fparents to non co-resident adult children
The descriptive statistics of the variables usedraported in table 2. The transfers are important
for the children who receive them. The mean ofrti® of transfers received over child income is
0.142 for all respondents’ children of our samglarthermore, all the transfers sent to children

represent 12.3% of the parent’'s household income.

® The EU-SILC contains comparable cross-sectionallangitudinal multidimensional micro-data on incanpeverty,
social exclusion and living conditions in Europee \@bnstruct the log of hourly labour income by gdime gross yearly
wage of employees in full-time jobs (aged 18-65)elo availability, in Greece and Italy we use ienthly wage. This
variable is regressed against variables measurSHIARE: age and its square, marital status and édadavel.

" Parents can also receive transfers from childsenthis is minimal. According to Albertini et &2@07), only 3% of
parents from the first wave of SHARE receive trarssfeom children, which contrast with the 21% ofgas who give
transfers to children.
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Table 2. Statistics for variables in the pooled glanjwave 1 and 2)

. unequal transfers equal transfers total
Variable =
mean std err mean stderr mean stderr n

Parental characteristics

Household income (ppp-Euro) 42,0531,453 42,423 35,456 42,192 39,283 3,409

% giving equal transfers 0.38 0.49 3411
Male 0.50 0.50 0.52 0.50 0.51 0.50 3411
Married or with couple 0.76 0.43 0.79 041 0.77 0.42 3,408
Age 63.52 8.57 63.89 8.81 63.66 8.66 3,410
Years of education 11.88 3.92 1160 3.73 11.77 3.85 3,385
Have long term iliness 0.47 0.50 0.46 0.50 0.47 0.50 3,410
Number of children 2.34 0.47 2.23 042 229 046 3411
Total transfers (ppp-Euro) 5,142 19,030 5,300 21,268 5,202 19,9053,411

Children characteristics (differences)

Age 5.20 3.46 452 291 495 3.28 3,404
Years of education 2.43 2.63 205 2.33 229 253 3,296
Labour income (ratio) 1.46 0.47 1.40 0.38 1.44 0.44 3,250
Number of children 1.09 1.12 1.01 1.15 1.06 1.13 3,409
Contact with parents, in days 110 118 81 104 99 114 3,409
Distance from parental home, in Km.139 174 103 152 125 167 3,409

Similar to McGarry (1999), the variables for thaldren indicate the difference between the
highest and lowest value of the relevant varialiteivthe family. In the case of the imputed child
income, we prefer to use the ratio between thedsigand lowest values in order to make this
variable comparable among counttie80, ./ Vmin fepresents a measure of income inequality

between children of the same family and this isvidméable of our main interest.

3.2 Empirical strategy
We use the pooled sample to run a logit modehefgrobability of giving equal transfers,
with the respondent as the unity of analysis. mgeof the latent variable;, the model can be

expressed as:

1 if z;>0

Z;t = Xitﬁ + Vit > t= 112 Zit = {0 lf Z;'kt < 0 (7)

The dependent variable takes value 1 if the pargive equal transfers to all their children,

and zero otherwise. A parent decides to divide gua unequally helinter-vivos transfers by

8 Countries differ in currency, living standards aaxhtion systems. Furthermore, the imputed chbdla income uses a
measure of income that is harmonized in SILC-Elyraiat extent, but not completely. Therefore, th@raf child
incomes between siblings can measure better tHd tidome inequality and be comparable among castit is

expected that this inequality should not be togddor children that belong to the same familyttsat taxation treatment
should not be too different among siblings.
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taking into account the differences among her cbildX;; contains these variables and the
parental demographics. As mentioned in the themaletliscussion, we expect a negative relation
between the probability of giving equal transfersl dhe degree of income inequality among
children. The last term of equation 7 is the contposrorv;, = ¢; + u;¢, which is formed by the
unobserved effeat; and the idiosyncratic errar;;. Although the use of the differences among
child variables may be interpreted as accountingfémily-child unobserved effects that are
common to all children, there is still unobservedeinogeneity within the family. For this reason,
and in order to profit from the longitudinal natusé SHARE, we will account for unobserved
heterogeneity within the family with a random effeenodel. Performing a fixed effects model
may be useful as well, but the sample is seveszlyced to only 236 observations. Even though, a
Hausman test gives support to the choice of a raneffects model. Moreover, this model allows
us to show the marginal effects and find the cbotron of all explanatory variables (both time

constant and time-varying variables).

3.3 Main results

Table 3 shows the results for the probability ofkmg equal transfers. The first three columns
show the results of a pooled logit model with diiet specifications and the last one contains the
results when random effects are considered. Coimgethe parental characteristics, we observe
that the number of children reduces the probabittgive equal transfers. This is also found by
Hochguertel and Ohlsson (2009) who use the Health Retirement Study dataset (HRS). It is
more difficult to maintain the equal division obirsfers when there are more children who can
differ more noticeably with respect to their neaasl incomes. There are no significant effects of
the household income but belonging to the lowesitieis of the household net wealth distribution
diminishes the probability of equal division. Th#ethma between giving equal transfers and
behaving more altruistically (dividing unequallg)less important for a wealthier parent as she can
tolerate better the loss of utility associated wtit equal division. Although education is a proxy

of permanent income, we find that years of edunatifiect negatively the probability of equal
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division. However, note that given that income, ltfeand age are included in the regressions, the
permanent income attribute of parental educatidesis important.

If the computation of child labour income were mpaissible, we should look at proxies of
income like age and education, which however argemelated to permanent income (first
column). These variables are presented in the fofndifferences among siblings and affect
negatively the probability of equal division. SoJaager difference of incomes among children
makes more difficult the decision to give equahsfars, which is in line with our predictions.
Column 2 shows clearly our main prediction with tféld income: the larger the inequality of
income among children, the lower the probability g¥ing equalinter-vivos transfers. For
instance, if the child income ratio doubles (ddpgrtfrom equality yi,ax/Vmin = 1), the
probability to give equal transfers declines by %e variablegontact with parents anddistance
from parental home are proxies for child servicedn the exchange approach, the parents “buy”
services from children by paying accordingly wittransfer, so that children will end up receiving
different amounts of transfers. The variables meagulifferences incontact with parents and
distance from parental home are negative and significant in all regressiortis Tmneans that at the
moment to decide between equal and unequal trangfarents care to some extent for differences
in services provided by children, which gives suppo exchange motives. Like in the case of the
child income inequality, parents will give unequeansfers if the inequality in the provision of
child services becomes too large. In the casgistdince from parental home, it is expected that a
child living closer to her parent can offer morevises, and that the parent values positively the
proximity of her child. Although we don’t know thexact motive of the child to live close to her
parent, the fact that matters for the decisionieidtchg equally the transfers is the difference in
distance among siblings.

In SHARE, the respondents are also asked abounttie of the financial transfer. A first
group of these motives (meet basic needs, andthelace a shock like unemployment, sudden

illness and divorce) are related to altruistic armirance reasons. The second group of motives are

9 Cox and Rank (1992) consider that the distance leetwhild and parental home ipeoxy for the provision of child
services, since services are more costly to offeenathe child lives further from her parent’s home.
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associated to large amounts of money and includéenétp with the purchase of a house, a large
household expenditure, a major event like a weddind education expenses. Importantly, this
group of transfers are difficult to keep unnotitsdthe siblings. A third group of motives stated by
the respondents is that they had not specific reaswm transfer. We call these groupstive 1,
motive 2 andmotive 3. The model of the third column of table 3 adds dwynvariables for each
group of motives, which take value 1 when at least child received a transfer due to the
corresponding motive. The marginal effect of thequality of income is still significant but
decreases from 5.2% to 4.3%. Note that the two dirsups of motives reduce the probability to
make equal transfers. In the casarative 1, we observe the tension between being altruist and
dividing the transfers equally. In the case ofrtiwives associated with large expenditurastife

2) the equal division is less likely because theeptis unable to donate the same high amount of
money to all her children. Contrary to the previetfects, the probability of giving equal transfers
increases when there are no specific reasonsrtsféra This case is close to a situation of a “pure
financial gift with no attached strings. In suclkase, the equal division norm prevails. Moreover,
Furthermore, the effect of the difference in thenber of grandchildren is negative and significant.
If one child has a bigger family, then that chilashmore expenses to cope with, so that she could
receive larger transfers from the respondent. Amlwill reduce the willingness of the parents to
give equal transfers.

The model in the last column of table 3 contras inobserved heterogeneity with random
effects. A Hausman test between fixed and randdectsf p-value = 0.95) does not allow us to
reject the null hypothesis of no correlation betwéege unobserved effect and the covariates, so
that we can use a random effects specificationrelaee not many differences between this model
and the pooled logit. Our main variable of interesiild income inequality- still affects negatively
the probability of equal transfers and significar{f)-value = 0.076), although the marginal effect

becomes slightly larger (5.7%).
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Table 3. Logit marginal effects of the probabilitfyequalinter-vivos transfers

Q) 2) 3) Random Effects
Variable dF/dx S. E. dF/dx S.E. dF/dx S.E. dF/dx E.S.
Parental characteristics
Male 0.0160 0.0193 0.0174 0.0189 0.0158 0.0184 8301 0.0256
Married 0.0261 0.0287  0.0267 0.0289  0.0307 0.0259.0432 0.0326
Age 0.0035*** (0.0011 0.0028** 0.0011 0.0009 0.00130.0013 0.0016
Years of education -0.0110**%0.0024 -0.0104*** 0.0023 -0.0081*** 0.0023 -0.0107*** 0.0039
Long term iliness -0.0013 0.0234  -0.0022 0.0237 0250 0.0225  -0.0004 0.0246
Number of children -0.0602***0.0158  -0.0896*** 0.0096  -0.0944*** 0.0098  -0.1307*** 0.0317
Income quintiles
1st - lowest -0.0154 0.0215 -0.0161 0.0236 8302 0.0261 -0.0348 0.0458
2nd 0.0068 0.0345  0.0020 0.0364  -0.0045 0.0396.0118 0.0423
3rd 0.0163 0.0233 0.0135 0.0252 0.0121 0.0298.011@ 0.0375
4th 0.0139 0.0229  0.0103 0.0240 0.0076 0.0259 0108. 0.0349
Net wealth quintiles
1st - lowest -0.0811** 0.0360 -0.0882**0.0334 -0.0748** 0.0289 -0.0945*  0.0390
2nd -0.0701** 0.0193  -0.0740** 0.0178  -0.0648** 0.0155 -0.0866** 0.0352
3rd 0.0006 0.0223  -0.0033 0.0228  0.0038 0.0228.0027 0.0366
4th 0.0053 0.0342 0.0059 0.0344 0.0030 0.0361 .00y 0.0330
Children characteristics (diff.)
Age -0.0115*** 0.0040
Years of education -0.0087** 0.0034
Number of children -0.0150 0.0102 -0.0170 0.0111 .02@3** 0.0107 -0.0263** 0.0120
Contact with parents x 100 -0.0450**9.0084  -0.0442*+* 0.0082  -0.0425*** 0.0092  -0.0507*** 0.0099
Distance from parent home x 100 -0.0299*&:0051 -0.0311*** 0.0054 -0.0333*** 0.0061 -0.0409*** 0.0072
Labour Income (ratio) -0.0522** 0.0209 -0.0430** 0.0213 -0.0568* 0.0320
Motives to make transfers
Motivel (altruistic) -0.1888** (0.0215 -0.2272** 0.0267
Motive2 (large expenses) -0.1029*** 0.0375  -0.1336*** 0.0321
Motive3 (no spec. reasons) 0.1146** 0.0267  0.1555** 0.0367
Number of observations 3259 3223 3223 3223

Regressions include dummies for countries and wRwebust clustered (by country) standard errorsiaxe to coefficients. ***
indicates significance at 1%, ** at 5%, * at 10%.

3.4 Additional checks

We truncate our sample to respondents with updiail@ren because the survey only registers up to
three persons receiving financial transfers. Butould be the case of respondents with four or
more children giving transfers only to three orsleshildren. A regression considering all
respondents with no limit on the maximum numbercbfldren does not change the results
considerably. Our variable of interest -income unaiy- remains significant and negative. The
marginal effect becomes -5.17%=-2.88) and -6.63%t & -2.46) in the logit and random effect
logit models, respectively. Furthermore, if we ird# a dummy indicating that the respondent has
both female and male children, the marginal eftédhe ratio of child incomes is still significant
but its level declines to 3.62%. The reason is thatsex of the children are correlated with the

measured of labour income computed for each child.
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Table 4. Logit marginal effects of the probabilitfiyequalinter-vivos transfers by motives

(motive 1) (motive 2) (motive 3)
Variable dF/dx S. E. dF/dx S.E. dF/dx S.E.
Parental characteristics
Male -0.0048 0.0386 0.0314 0.0330 -0.0307 0.0352
Married 0.0519* 0.0303 0.0085 0.0364 0.0465 0.0286
Age -0.0028 0.0024 0.0004 0.0020 0.0043** 0.0020
Years of education -0.0137**  0.0038 -0.0047 0.0037 -0.0084**  0.0021
Long term iliness 0.0424 0.0376 -0.0236 0.0257 8300 0.0458
Number of children -0.0693***  0.0239 -0.1575**  (BB7 -0.0461 0.0498
Income quintiles
1st - lowest -0.0375 0.0569 -0.0063 0.0396 D01 0.0446
2nd -0.0607 0.0487 0.0035 0.0449 0.0447 0.0377
3rd -0.0219 0.0363 0.0571* 0.0339 0.0618 0.0377
4th -0.0374 0.0381 0.0130 0.0310 0.0307 0.0372
Net wealth quintiles
1st - lowest -0.0641** 0.0325 -0.0787**  0.0300 -0.0489 0.1190
2nd -0.0852**  0.0319 -0.0437* 0.0244 -0.0837 0889
3rd 0.0269 0.0484 0.0027 0.0424 0.0457 0.0631
4th 0.0433 0.0432 -0.0008 0.0395 -0.0079 0.0679
Children characteristics (diff.)
Number of children -0.0089 0.0132 -0.0054 0.0117  .0404*=  0.0157
Contact with parents x100 -0.0426***  0.0110 -0.0881 0.0098 -0.0331** 0.0158
Distance from parent home x100 -0.0185 0.0120 arez  0.0060 -0.0371* 0.0147
Labour Income (ratio) -0.0625 0.0426 -0.0415* 0822 0.0102 0.0746
Number of observations 927 1653 900

Regressions include dummies for countries and wRwebust clustered (by country) standard errorsiaxe to coefficients.
*** indicates significance at 1%, ** at 5%, * at 4@

We also break the sample by the three groups divezomentioned before and run logit
regressions for the equality of transfers in eacthese subsamples. The results are reported in
table 4. The differences in child income are ongnsicant and negative in the case of parents
indicating motives related to larger amounts of eyoand that are hardly keep unnoticed by the
siblings. This result reflects the fact that everthie scenario of larger transfers, the parentscatre
some extent about the inequality of child incomiee Toefficient of child income differences for
the parents who mention altruistic related motivesalso negative but insignificantp-(
value=0.143). The child income differences are not ra\vwo decide the equality of the transfers
in the case of parents who had not specific reatmmsake transfers. In all the subsamples by
motives, the coefficient for the differences in @ with parents is negative and significant,
which means that parents care to some degree diffarences in services provided by children.
Note that the lowest coefficient of this variakden the third subsample. A possible explanation is
that the transfer given without specific reasona ft without attached strings and therefore les

responsive to differences in services suppliedHgy dhildren. Similarly, the coefficient for the
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differences in the distance to parental home isgbmegative but only significant for motive 2 and

3. The coefficient is not significant in motiveldyt hagp-value=0.124.

Table 5. Means of interest variables by motiveséde transfers

Means Motive 1 Motive 2 Motive 3 Total
Parental income 44,683 43,327 41,582 42,192
Parental total transfers 4,032 6,870 4,259 5,202
Child income ratio 1.47 1.45 1.39 1.44
Differences in contact with parents 101.3 96.4 959 99.2
Differences in distant to parental home 130.6 121.7 125.8 125.4
Equal transfers (%) 24.2 33.9 54.2 37.9

Interestingly, the respondents indicating no dpeceasons (motive 3) show the largest
frequency of equal transfers (54.2% in table 5gnethough their transfer amounts are higher than
those of the parents with more altruistic orienteatives (motive 1). This brings support to the
idea of the existence of a norm of equal divisibime respondents under motive 1 show the lowest
frequency of equal division because more altruigidcents are more likely to make unequal
transfers in order maximize their utility. Furthemma, we observe that parents who transfer without
specific reasons are in better conditions to makmktransfers because they face less child income
inequality. But, once this inequality increases anthe altruistic motivations appear, they will be
less prone to give equal transfers. Furthermore, prents grouped in motive 3 observe less
differences among their children with respect te tlontact provided and the distance of their
homes. All these factors ease the decision to reglal transfers.

Finally, a complementary way to analyse the egiasion of transfers is to inspect how far
the parents are willing to depart from the equalsibn norm. For this purpose, we create a new
dependent variable that measures the degree tdlicparents deviate from the equal division
norm. For each respondent, we divide the largasster given to one of the children over the sum
of all transfers and subtract the proportion of tla@msfers that each child should receive under the
norm of equal division. For a famijywith n; children, the expression of the dependent varisble
Tjmax/% Tji — 1/m;. This variable is positive when the division adrisfers is unequal and zero

when it is equal. Larger values will indicate ttia¢ departure from the equal division norm is more

intense. As this variable contains a focal pointhet value of zero (for equal transfers), it is
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appropriate to use a corner solution model. Tabéhd@wvs the results of a Tobit model when we
regress the intensity of unequal division againstdame set of variables considered in the previous
regressions. The results are comparable to thosaldé 3. Child income inequality affects
positively the intensity of unequal division, whiihin line with the negative logit estimate foeth
probability of equal division. As before, two ofetlproxies for child servicesontact anddistance

from parental home are significant. Their coefficients are positivéigh also accords with the

results of the logit regressions.

Table 6. Tobit estimates of the intensity of uneglirsion

Pooled Tobit Random Effects Tobit
Variable dF/dx S.E. dF/dx S.E.
Parental characteristics
Male -0.0063 -0.0123 -0.0052 -0.0143
Married -0.0263 -0.0232 -0.0270 -0.0185
Age -0.0002 -0.0008 -0.0003 -0.0009
Years of education 0.0038* -0.0021 0.0039* -0.0021
Long term illness -0.0011 -0.0147 -0.0007 -0.0136
Number of children 0.1123**  -0.0089 0.1171%*= -(166
Income quintiles
1st - lowest 0.0336***  -0.0117 0.0366 -0.0262
2nd 0.0289 -0.0275 0.0322 -0.0238
3rd 0.0141 -0.0179 0.0172 -0.0207
4th 0.0039 -0.0173 0.0044 -0.0191
Net wealth quintiles
1st - lowest 0.0770***  -0.0245 0.0737*** -0.0248
2nd 0.0406** -0.0163 0.0428** -0.0219
3rd -0.0005 -0.0188 -0.0014 -0.0204
4th 0.0115 -0.0204 0.0127 -0.0185
Children characteristics (diff.)
Number of children 0.0180** -0.0077 0.0190%*** -0.66
Contact with parents x 100 0.0322*** -0.0076 0.08%9 -0.0061
Distance from parental home x 100 0.0218**  -0.0037 0.0226*** -0.0042
Labour Income (ratio) 0.0357** -0.0144 0.0343** 0067
Motives to make transfers
Motivel (altruistic) 0.0709***  -0.0162 0.0688*** -0179
Motive2 (large expenses) 0.0146 -0.0315 0.0161 1180
Motive3 (no spec. reasons) -0.1868***  -0.0188 -@48*  -0.0187
Number of observations 3223 3223

Regressions include dummies for countries and wRebust clustered (by country) standard errors
are next to coefficients. *** indicates significamat 1%, ** at 5%, * at 10%.

4. Comparison with previous findings
Approximately 35% of parents make equal transfersEurope, although the cross-country
variation can be large, ranging from 7.7% in Ireldm 45.6% in Sweden. This figures come from a
sample composed by parents with at least two @rildolder than 18 and not co-residing, and

conditional on the existence of at least one tems&fhe most similar results -in terms of sample
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construction- with US data are computed by McG#1809), who use the first wave of the HRS
and the Asset and Health Dynamics Study (AHEAD)e 8hds that 6.5% and 24.6% of parents
from the HRS and AHEAD surveys make equal transfegspectively. Those figures are not
comparable because the HRS wave is restrictedrmipe between 51 and 61 years old, while the
AHEAD is for 70+. Roughly, the percentage couldabeut 12.9% if we weight both percentages
by the number of observations of both datasets imftbrmation on equal transfers. Hochguertel
and Ohlsson (2009) also use the HRS to follow th€ Ecohort from 1992 to 2002. We infer from
their results that between 4.8% and 12.5% of haldshgive equal transfers (about 9.2% over the
full period). However, these figures include chéidrof any age and co-residing with parents. It is
perhaps more cautious to use the Hochguertel atgs@ftis figure of 9.2% for equal transfers in
US.

Different attitudes and values and institutionsoas countries may shed some light to explain
different patterns of equal division. Table 7 camtasome of the values and variables with a
potential influence on the transfer division vadatby country. For example, a proxy to altruism is
constructed with a question from the World Valuesv8y (WVS) and the European Social Survey
(ESSJ°. The US is ranked as the third country least ialicu(together with Germany) among 15
countries but there is not an evident relation ketwaltruism and equal division in the sample.
Spain is the second country most altruistic bupéscentage of equal division is rather similar to
that of US. Similarly, the political left-right pi®n does not contribute to explain the different
patters of equal division. For instance, PolanddbzRepublic and US are the countries more into
the right side spectrum of the political scale, thaty differ a great deal in the division of trasrst
Furthermore, we compute the attitudes to econonaquality with the WVS, but again, we don't
observe any evident relation between this variablé the equality of transfers. For instance, US,
Sweden, Greece and Poland show the most favouathilele to economic inequality as incentives

but their patters of equal division are very diffiet.

19 This is a question to derive the Schwartz humdnevéype of benevolence which is associated wittuiaim. The
question is “tell me how much each person is aroislike you: It's very important to her/him to pehe people around
her/him. She/he wants to care for their well-being”
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Table 7. Attitudes and macro variables by courdrgnd 2006)

Equality o . Mandatory Man. and - - -
Countr f Altrui Political Inequahty . vquntar.y Gini Gini G|n.| makt
y 0 ruism le atitude SXPEN-IN expen.in  (net) (market) /Gininet
transfers sca pensions )
pensions
Austria 32.22 4.72 5.42 4.63 10.85 11.38 26.68 79.1 1.84
Belgium 42.90 4.77 5.26 5.49 7.27 10.54 25.33 38.44 1.52
Czech Republic 40.25 4.30 5.96 5.76 6.95 6.95 26.09 44.37 1.70
Denmark 44.40 4.80 5.51 7.39 9.50 24.21 48.52 2.00
France 32.87 4.42 4.79 5.13 11.06 11.14 27.80 51.28 1.84
Germany 25.66 4.53 4.75 4.54 8.96 9.73 29.09 52.73 1.81
Greece 15.47 4.56 5.12 6.08 9.94 10.32 33.18 41.76 1.26
Ireland 7.69 4.69 5.62 5.94 2.92 3.83 30.99 4205 .361
Italy 36.45 5.12 5.08 6.01 12.75 12.97 33.25 45.02 1.35
Netherlands 35.73 4.80 5.22 5.67 5.36 8.95 26.95 520 1.87
Poland 19.44 4.70 5.93 6.82 9.39 9.39 30.85 4467 451
Spain 12.77 4.96 4.62 5.66 6.48 6.48 31.24 37.13 19 1.
Sweden 45.58 4.91 5.59 6.10 9.20 11.25 23.20 45.78 1.97
Switzerland 29.57 4.78 5.23 3.58 11.54 11.56 29.9346.86 1.57
United States 9.23 4.53 5.70 6.08 5.24 9.31 36.88 6.94 1.27

Note: The score for altruism is computed from theggion “tell me how much each person is or isliketyou: It's very important to

her/him to help the people around her/him. She/aptsvto care for their well-being”. The recodedesgmoes from 6 (very much like
me) to 1 (not like me at all). So, a higher scoeans more altruism. For Europe and US, the ESSe(\2804) and the WVS (wave
2006) are used respectively. The political scaticates the political self-position from 1 (lef) 10 (right). The inequality attitude
score is computed from a question where the respanehust express his agreement, in a scale from 10t with the statement:
incomes should be made more equal (1) vs. we reggerlincome differences as incentives (10). Bbth folitical scale and the
inequality attitude come from the WVS (waves 19992). All these three value measures are computegeople 50+. The gini

coefficients come from the Standardized World Ineomequality Database (SWIID) for year 2006. Mandatexpenditures in

pensions correspond to private and public experditu old-age benefits as % of GDP for year 2006 woluntary expenditures
correspond to voluntary private expenses in old{ageefits. This data comes from the OECD sociakpdfiure database. Czech

Republic and Poland have not data available farntalry expenses.

Figure 2. Equality of transfers vs expenditurepensions

public and private compulsory expenditures

50.0 4
45.0
40.0 -
35.0 1
30.0 1
25.0 1

20.0 1

equality of transfers

15.0

10.0 -

correl= 0.3565
5.0

0.0 T T T r T )
0.0 25 5.0 75 10.0 125 15.0
compulsory exp.in pensions (% GDP)

equality of transfers

50.0 4

45.0

40.0 1

35.0 1

30.0

25.0 1

20.0 1

15.0 -

10.0

5.0

0.0

compulsory and voluntary expenditures

*

DK o SE
¢ BE

L 2
¢ IE

us

correl = 0.5069

0.0

25 5.0 7.5

10.0 125 15.0

compulsory + voluntory exp. in pensions (% GDP)

In the theoretical framework we observe that nigherents may be more prone to give equal

transfers. So, individuals from countries with mgenerous pension regimes might be in better

position to divide their transfers equally. Althdugveakly, this is what we observe when the
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division of transfers is plotted against the puldicd private expenses in mandatory pension
benefits (as % of GDP) in figure 2. A closer prday pension benefits should take into account the
pensions from the voluntary private plans, givem ithportance of these plans in some countries.
After doing this, we observe a sharper positivatieh between pension expenses and equality of
transfers (second panel of figure 2). However véngable that shows the clearest relation with the
division of transfers is the gini coefficient oftriacomes (see first panel of figure 3). Countries
with less income inequality have a higher frequenicgqual transfers. Therefore, siblings living in
a country less unequal will also show lower incatifeerences. This pattern suggests that parents
will be more likely to divide equally when the ahincome differences are lower. Furthermore, the
degree of redistribution in the country -measuredhe ratio between the gini of market incomes
over the gini of net incomes- is positively relatedhe equality of transfers (second panel ofrigu
3). This means that the efforts of the governméatsedistribute incomes reduce the need of

parents to make compensatory transfers to thditrekn.

Figure 3. Equality of transfers vs income ineqyadind redistribution

with gini net (income after taxes and transfers) with redistribution (gini market/gini net)
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None of the attitudes and values explored at cguenel shows a clear relation with the equal
division of transfers. Only macro variables likenp®n expenditures and income inequality

suggest that the lower frequency of equal divigibrinter-vivos transfers found in studies with
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American data may respond to the higher inequality relatively lower pension expenditures in
US. This is confirmed by the results of a loggnession for the probability of makingter-vivos

transfers that includes some country specific e (first column of table 8). The Gini measured
with net incomes reduces the probability of malégmial transfers, whilst the Gini measured with
market incomes increases it; i.e. countries theg faore income redistribution exhibit a larger
share of parent dividing equally. Likewise, the minies with higher pension benefit expenditures
(compulsory and voluntary) show a larger frequeoitgqual transfers. The altruism and political
scale variables are not significant to explain ¢oudifferences in the division of transfers, but
once non-linearities are included, the altruismdbees significant (second column of table 8). This

in line with the theoretical framework as it is patssible to establish a linear effect of the &tru
.. . 0z* Sy
parameter on the probability of making equal trems(w s 0). Importantly, the child income

differences, the gini and the pension variablesarersignificant and with the expected signs in any

specification.

Table 8. Logit marginal effects of the probabilitifequalinter-vivos transfers, including country specific variables

Variables 1) @)
dF/dx S. E. dF/dx S. E.
Country variables
Gini of net incomes -0.0294***0.0043 -0.0350***  0.0020
Gini of market incomes 0.0036* 0.0020 0.0030** aeo
Altruism 0.0534 0.0764 -6.5339**  0.9559
Altruism”2 0.7049**  0.1004
Political scale 0.0240 0.0510 -0.5782 0.7411
Political scale”2 0.0536 0.0694
Pension benefit expenditure 0.0169* 0.0097 0.0104* 0.0058
Children characteristics (diff.)
Number of children -0.0217* 0.0107 -0.0227** 0.@.0
Contact with parents x 100 -0.0433*9.0090 -0.0425**  0.0091
Distance from parental home x 100 -0.0323*8.0063 -0.0333**  0.0061
Labour Income (ratio) -0.0428*  0.0222 -0.0449*  POA
Motives to make transfers
Motivel (altruistic) -0.1897** 0.0235 -0.1879**  0.0228
Motive2 (large expenses) -0.0985**0.0377 -0.1029***  0.0372
Motive3 (no spec. reasons) 0.1200*** 0.0283 0.1¥76* 0.0270
Number of observations 3223 3223

Regressions include variables of parental chaiiatiter and wave dummy. Robust clustered (by
country) standard errors are next to coefficietitsindicates significance at 1%, ** at 5%, * at 4@

It is important to note that the available data'tallow us to establish if American parents

are less aware of the norm of equal division tharogean parents. It could be a combination of
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awareness of this norm and income inequality wieigblains the differences among countries. In

any case this norm is easier to fulfil when childames don't differ too much.

5. Conclusion
Approximately 35% of European parents from the skett&HARE make equal transfers, although
the cross-country variation can be large. In presistudies, mostly based on American data, the
share of equal division after-vivos transfers is lower, about 9.2% depending of thdystin this
paper we argue that altruistic parents are alsa@ezoed with a norm of equal division. Thus,
parents do not fully offset child income inequaldag the altruistic model of transfers predicts.
Parents start to give larger transfers to poorddrem if the child income inequality becomes
unbearable. To sustain this idea, we find econametridence about the negative effect of child
income inequality on the probability of giving edjusansfers under different specifications.
Furthermore, we show that contextual variables Itke gini coefficient and the pension
expenditures help to explain country differencethwespect to the division of transfers. In this
regard, the lower frequency of equal division iofer-vivos transfers found in studies with
American data may respond to the higher inequality relatively lower pension expenditures in

Us.
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Appendix

Estimates of the log of hourly labour income (employees 18-65 in full-time jobs)

Variables Austria  Belgium Cz. R. Germany Denmark  Spain France Greece Ttaly Nether. Poland Sweden
Women
Age 0.0742 0.0586 0.0343 0.1367 0.1135 0.0502 0.0555 0.0549 0.0354 0.1226 0.0974 0.1648
0.0122 0.0135 0.0089 0.0087 0.0079 0.0107 0.0092 0.0089 0.0037 0.0153 0.0087 0.0127
Age sq. -0.0007 -0.0005  -0.0003 -0.0014 -0.0011  -0.0003 -0.0004 -0.0005  -0.0002 -0.0013  -0.0009 -0.0016
0.0002 0.0002 0.0001 0.0001 0.0001 0.0001 0.0001 0.0001 0.0000 0.0002 0.0001 0.0001
Married -0.0134 0.0699 0.0051 0.0408 0.0237 0.0820 -0.0089 0.0914 0.0637 0.1151 0.0414 0.1069
0.0376 0.0275 0.0247 0.0237 0.0253 0.0274 0.0235 0.0252 0.0109 0.0365 0.0220 0.0432
Low sec. 0.0387 0.1533 0.3367 0.4726 0.4647 0.1775 0.2234 0.1291 0.1342 0.0322 0.4631 0.0109
0.1703 0.0800 0.0373 0.2388 0.2346 0.0518 0.0592 0.0469 0.0276 0.1283 0.2126 0.0920
Upper sec. 0.4825 0.2781 0.6566 0.9150 0.6622 0.4382 0.3908 0.3730 0.3894 0.3131 0.3496 0.0885
0.1663 0.0690 0.0176 0.2338 0.2338 0.0482 0.0533 0.0354 0.0263 0.1152 0.0382 0.0684
Tertiary 0.8638 0.5391 1.1681 1.1427 0.8581 0.8480 0.7313 0.7798 0.6725 0.6055 1.1044 0.2464
0.1690 0.0655 0.0299 0.2340 0.2339 0.0450 0.0539 0.0363 0.0284 0.1117 0.0401 0.0685
Constant 0.1383 0.6838  -0.6993 -1.6326 -0.5795  -0.0242 0.3110 -0.0855 0.8273 -0.5128  -2.1601 -1.8686
0.2747 0.2803 0.1805 0.2875 0.2862 0.2237 0.1851 0.1766 0.0730 0.3174 0.1689 0.2688
n 1439 1090 2040 2427 2256 1815 2834 1259 5062 938 4633 2263
R2 0.222 0.231 0.065 0.423 0.319 0.358 0.179 0.432 0.349 0.300 0.344 0.237
Men
Age 0.0716 0.0607 0.0603 0.1315 0.1077 0.0527 0.0791 0.0579 0.0378 0.1240 0.0774 0.1483
0.0081 0.0091 0.0075 0.0062 0.0072 0.0073 0.0068 0.0064 0.0029 0.0069 0.0074 0.0116
Age sq. -0.0007 -0.0005  -0.0007 -0.0013 -0.0011  -0.0004 -0.0007 -0.0005  -0.0003 -0.0012  -0.0008 -0.0015
0.0001 0.0001 0.0001 0.0001 0.0001 0.0001 0.0001 0.0001 0.0000 0.0001 0.0001 0.0001
Married 0.0991 0.0844 0.1204 0.1414 0.2175 0.1299 0.1252 0.1063 0.0861 0.2105 0.2616 0.2374
0.0280 0.0226 0.0225 0.0228 0.0341 0.0254 0.0226 0.0213 0.0093 0.0238 0.0259 0.0429
Low sec. 0.4888 0.1639 0.6448 0.3564 0.2520 0.1193 0.1291 0.0797 0.1238 0.0518 -0.3614 -0.0995
0.5199 0.0451 0.0409 0.1640 0.2102 0.0282 0.0343 0.0296 0.0167 0.0319 0.2572 0.0613
Upper sec. 0.8512 0.3038 0.9083 0.7853 0.4274 0.3458 0.2231 0.1891 0.2810 0.2140 0.3336 0.0569
0.5190 0.0395 0.0146 0.1597 0.2089 0.0269 0.0271 0.0226 0.0167 0.0293 0.0348 0.0507
Tertiary 1.1310 0.5056 1.3558 1.1099 0.6203 0.6236 0.5401 0.5304 0.5937 0.5652 0.9907 0.2465
0.5193 0.0401 0.0271 0.1598 0.2093 0.0262 0.0293 0.0262 0.0214 0.0303 0.0392 0.0527
Constant -0.0609 0.7719  -1.1246 -1.4321 -0.0859 0.3155 0.1202 0.2116 0.9999 -0.5131  -1.5499 -1.1656
0.5424 0.1912 0.1562 0.1964 0.2577 0.1462 0.1357 0.1224 0.0555 0.1436 0.1433 0.2450
n 2796 2015 2556 5077 3008 3006 4248 1971 7991 4270 5670 2980
R2 0.240 0.277 0.197 0.475 0.323 0.317 0.256 0.383 0.303 0.428 0.250 0.241

Primary education is the reference for the education dummies. Standard errors in italics.
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